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ABSTRACT 
The Effects of Response Set on the 
Structured-Objective Rorschach Test 
by 
Richard Y. Moody, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1967 
Major Professor: Dr. ~· Wayne Wright 
Department: Psychology 
The normal forced-choice Structured-Objective Rorschach Test 
(SORT) and a modified free-choice SORT were administered to sixty high 
school students to determine the effects of response set (e.g. social 
desirability). The results were inconclusive. The following trends, 
however, were observed: (1) The free-choice modification was more 
resistant to response set distortion than the normal forced-choice 
SORT. (2) The free-choice administration showed greater flexibility 
in enhancement and resistance to social desirability. (3) There was 
little sex difference in factor scores with respect to choice ad-
minis·tration. Females, however, gave more responses than males on the 
free~choice SORT. 
(44 pages) 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Problem 
This study attempted to determine whether response choice on the 
Structured-Objective Rorschach Test (SORT) reflected primarily the 
content of the response-item, or some dimension of response set (e.g. 
social desirability). 
A response set is a reactmn to factors extrinsic to the test, 
rather than the test content itself. Individuals' response patterns 
are statistically consistent from item to item. However, the more 
ambiguous and difficult a test item, the greater the possibility of 
interfering response sets. (Cronbach, 1946, 1950) 
This study deals with a variation of the Rorschach in which the 
problem of response set is critical. The traditional Rorschach attempts 
to assess personality v ariable through an analysis of ad. lib. responses 
based on reactions to unstructured blots. The scoring technique is 
quite complex. Response interpretation is based on such considerations 
as whether whole or part of the blot was used, and form, color, shading, 
etc. These criteria are obviously meaningless u nless S is responding 
to the blot, per se. 
Under the traditional (unstructured) Rorschach testing procedure, 
an inquiry phase helps the examiner determine the basis for Ss responses. 
This phase is missing on t h e SORT, which is an objective version of the 
Rorschach. The SORT is a derivative of the earlier (traditional) 
version of the Rorschach. The earliest form of the Rorschach was an 
individual test requiring the services of a tra ined clinical scorer. 
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Due to the necessity for mass testing in World War II, group 
variations were developed the earliest variations using ad. lib. (free 
responding). However, for these tests Ss (in groups) observed the 
blots projected onto a screen, and recorded their responses in a booklet 
which included location charts to aid the scorer. This method then 
required a trained scorer, and was still too time-consuming. 
Further modifications of the group Rorschach method were developed 
which were more objective in scoring. The multiple-choice Rorschach 
was such a development (Harrower et al., 1951). For this testS 
chooses his responses from a list of pre-scored items, instead of responding 
ad. lib. This removed the need for the trained scorer. Present multiple-
choice versions include those by Hire (1950), Harrower (1951), O'Reilly 
(1956), and Stone (1958). 
The SORT uses the ten original blots and basically the same 
scoring system as the traditional Rorschach (i.e. determinants and 
content). In the usual (forced-choice) administration of the SORT, 
E presents the blot stimuli either in slide form or in specially pre-
pared booklets. The response items are grouped into 10 triads, S 
selects one response per triad for a total of 10 responses per blot or 
100 responses for the entire test (Stone, 1958). 
Multiple-choice Rorschachs represent a relatively radical departure 
from the original Rorschach (Harrower et al., 1951; Stone, 1958). The 
key difference is the use of suggested responses. The free choice 
pattern obviously yields data more compatible with the traditional 
Rorschach because of the free response similarity. Conversely, the 
multiple-choice version, with its objective scoring system, eliminates 
the trained scorer but deviates from the diagnostic values of the 
original Rorschach. 
Bardin (1959) among others, argued that because S's answers are 
restricted (i.e. S is forced to choose a response from a suggested 
list), S is no longer responding to the blots in a manner similar to 
the traditional Rorschach. The multiple-choice technique may force 
him to choose an alternative that does not relate to him. Saltz, 
Reece, and Ager (1962) have suggested that when all alternatives are 
inappropriate or equally appropriate, Ss may select the alternative 
which has the greatest "personal" social desirability. 
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This raises the question of whether or not the forced-choice 
technique emphasizes the socially desirable answers on the SORT. The 
SORT thus was given on a forced and non-forced choice basis to determine 
the effects of social desirability as a function of choice freedom. 
Definition of Terms 
Response set 
An internalized test response which appears to be independent of 
the stimulus item. 
Social desirability 
"The tendency of Ss to attribute to themselves, in self-description, 
personality statements with socially desirable scale values and to reject 
those with socially undesirable scale values." (Edwards, 1957, p. vi) 
Defined operationally, social desirability is the probability of endorse-
ment by the population. "Thus a high frequency of endorsement defines 
a socially desirable item, while a low frequency of endorsement defines 
a socially undesirable item. " (Couch and Kenniston, 1961, p. 17 5 ) 
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The Structured-Obj ective Rorschach Test 
Forced-choice administrat ion 
Refers to the normal testing procedure for the SORT. S is required 
to select one response in each triad for a total of 10 responses for 
each blot. 
Free-choice administration 
Refers to a modified testing procedure for the SORT which S 
chooses as many or as few responses per blot as desired. 
SORT scoring factors 
A. 
B. 
Responses to blot area 
l. Whole-blot (W) 
2. Major blot-details (D) 
3. Minor blot-details (Dd) 
4. White space (S) 
Determinant factors 
5. Responses closely resembling the form of the stimulus (F) 
6. Responses poorly resembling the form of the stimulus (F-) 
7. Responses involving human movement or posture t ension (M) 
8. Responses involving animal movement or posture tension (FM) 
9. Responses involving color and closely resembling the form 
of the stimulus (FC) 
10 . Responses involving color and poorly resembling the form 
of the stimulus (CF) 
11. Responses involving textural density of gray or shading (Fch) 
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C. Content factors 
12. Responses involving whole animals or parts of animals (A) 
13. Responses involving total human figure or parts of human (H) 
D. Statistically derived scores 
14. Modal responses (P) 
15. Rare responses (O) 
The test-retest reliabilities are as follows: W(.77), 0(.75), 
Dd(.67), S(.62), F(.64), F-(.71), M(.80), FM(.78), FC(.90), CF(.63), 
Fch(.77), A(.72), H(.68), P(.92), and 0(.77). These factors were used 
singly or in combination to form 30 personality traits. (Stone, 1958) 
Social desirability on the SORT 
A function of the following single factors or combinations. 
(Stone, 1 958) 
Single factors: 
l. High P is ·the tendency to perceive the same features in the 
same way as others. 
2. High 0 is the unique and non-conforming; emphasis on individualism. 
3. High H is the disposition toward the perception of and attention 
to elements having human connotations. 
4. High F is the facility for mental alertness in perception of 
reality, usually indicates an awareness of and conformity to the 
environment and its demands. 
Corriliination of factors: 
l. High P and low 0 is conformity proneness. The tendency to 
accept and be directed by the socially accepted codes, customs, and mores. 
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2. High F and high M is aggressiveness. The aspiration toward 
goals by means of well-accepted and morally developed procedures; sense 
of mature self-control with social conformity. 
3. High Fe and high M is social responsibility. Willingness to 
subserve oneself, even though no personal gains are evident; acceptance 
of obligations to self, famil~ and society. 
4. High Fe, high M, low Fm is tact. The ability to maintain 
stable relationship with peers. A balance between inner impulses and 
demands of the social environment. 
Hypotheses 
A. Ss under the forced-choice (normal) administration of the 
SORT, as contrasted to the free-choice, tend to choose responses on 
the basis of social desirability1 rather than on blot characteristics. 
B. Ss under instructions to enhance choices on the basis of 
social desirability show a greater increase in the frequency of socially 
desirable responses on the free choice as compared to the forced. 
c. Females will give more socially desirable responses than 
males. 
D. Subjects are more likely to attribute high socially desirable 
responses to others than to themselves. 
1social desirability has been previously referred in terms of the 
following factor characteristics: high P, 0, H. and F, and combinations 
of high P and low 0, high F and M, high FC and M, and high FC, high M, 
and low Fm. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Background 
The Structured-Objective Rorschach Test (SORT) was designed to 
appraise and analyze vocationally significant temperament traits. By 
combining the stimuli of the original Rorschach with the objective 
scoring of a group test the SORT attempts to provide a type of depth 
analysis without the need for a clinical scorer. The SORT permits: 
(1) group and/or self-administration, (2) objective scoring, (3) objective 
standardization, (4) comprehensive norming, and (5) objective and 
simplified interpretation (Stone, 1958). 
Cronbach (1946) and Feldman and Corah (1960) suggested that the 
forced-choice format may eliminate the effects of response set on a 
test. However, Scott (1963), Wiggins (1965, 1966) and Saltz, Reece, 
and Ager (1962) , felt that response sets could not be controlled by the 
forced-choic e format. The use of ambiguous stimuli with a forced-choice 
format makes the study of social desirability (as one measure of response 
set) on the SORT particularly relevant. Therefore, the literature 
review includes both the general topic of response set (with special 
emphasis on social desirability) and the SORT. 
Response Set 
Response set includes both the tendencies to acquiesce and to 
respond in a social desirable manner to a response item. Cronbach 
(1946), Heilbrun and Goldstein (1961), and Langer (1962a) have defined 
response set as an internalized style of test response which appears 
to be independent of the stimulus item. Jackson and Messick (1958) 
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and Rorer (1965) have preferred the term "response style ," as the tendency 
to select some particular response option independent of the item conten·t. 
This response " style" according to Heilbrun (1964), however, is not 
necessarily a source of testing error, since it may have criterion 
relevance. 
Acquiescence 
Since the earlier work of Cronbach, response set has generally 
been defined either in terms of acquiescence and/or social desirability 
(Edwards, 1957). Acquiescence was considered by Jackson and Messick 
(1958) as a general tendency to be agreeable, and defined operationally 
as the tendency to agree or disagree with questionnaire items regardless 
of item content. Quinn (1964) regarded acquiescence as a personality 
"style " tha·t indicates a confo:nnity proneness. 
The ambiguity of the test items, according to Adams and Kirby 
(1963, p. 60), appeared to be the major variable in determining the 
influence of response set in a personality scale. "As the ambiguity of 
the items of a scale increase, the probability that a scale is confounded 
with response set increases. Response set is likely to be an important 
factor in a scale when it is given to individuals whose ability to dis-
criminate or structure the items is minimal . " This supported Cronbach' s 
(1946) statement that acquiescence or response sets were a function of 
the ambiguity of the response item. 
Berg and Rapaport (1954) showed that an unstructured questionnaire, 
in which subjects responded to imaginary items, yielded a consistent 
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tendency for acquiescent response options to be selected. The data 
was interpreted as suggesting there was no general trait or response 
acquiescence independent of specific instruments used to measure it. 
Eysenck (1962) stated that "acquiescence" response set may be a tendency 
peculiar to questionnaires of social attitudes, personal opinions, and 
similar content. He suggested that people tend to a cquiesce to subjects 
they don't feel strongly about, while items of a self interest aren't 
as prone to acquiescence. 
Couch and Keniston (1960, pp. 163-164) selected two groups on the 
basis of the tendency to have an agreeing response set or a disagreeing 
response set. "Thus, to both external and internal stimuli, the response 
set of the yeasayers is one of 'stimulus acceptance' by which we mean 
a pervasive readiness to respond affirmatively or yield willingly to 
both inner and outer forces demanding expression. As opposed to the 
yeasayers , the naysayers' response is stimulus rejection--a pervasive 
unwillingness to respond to impulsive or environmental forces." 
Spilka, Horn, and Langerderfer (1966) claimed that there was no 
single "set" of social desirability. They contended that objective 
measures of desirable or undesirable qualities are related to similar 
self-evaluation measures. They define these to be a self-sentiment 
factor. 
Diers (1964) d i sagreed stating that social desirability considerations 
outweighed other response sets. Rorer (1965, p. 142) added "It seems 
to be agreed that acquiescence and social desirability interact, and 
that acquiescence is most important with items of medium desirability." 
Gordon (1951) stated that the projective principle operated in the 
forced-choice situation. Edwards (1953) supported Gordon's argument 
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that S tends to attribute to himself those alternatives perceived to 
be socially desirable. Individual social desirability was highly corre-
lated with the traits in question. 
Jackson and Messick (1957) observed covariations between Cronbach's 
acquiescent response set and the California F and E scales. They 
attribute these in part to a consistent tendency to acquiesce to items 
in print. They doubted that these covariations are a function of 
consistent ideological beliefs. Heilbrun (1964) and Block (1962) 
disagreed with Jackson and Messick. Heilbrun stated that a positive 
relationship must be anticipated between social desirability of response 
and actual social behaviors. Block distinguished between a facade or 
superficial brand of socially desirable behavior which is a correlate 
of adjustment. 
Social desirability 
Edwards (1957) considered socially desirable or undesirable personality 
traits to be culturally determined. Traits were judged in terms of 
others as to desirability. Edwards contended that regardless of the 
content of the multidimensional personality statements, it was still 
possible to describe each one in terms of its position on the social 
desirability continuum. The social desirability continuum appeared 
to be the most important single dimension on which to locate personality 
statements. In fact, Edwards (1953) showed that the probability of 
endorsement of an item was an increasing linear function of the social 
desirability scale values of the item. When Edwards (1959) developed 
the Personal Preference Schedule, he accorded the tendency to endorse 
socially desirable characteristics the status of a response set. This 
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was based upon the high correlation (.87) between the mean social 
desirability attributed to social behaviors by college Ss, and the 
preportion of such Ss endorsing these behaviors as self-characteristic. 
The E. P. P. s. was formed by pairing items of equal social desirability. 
Research by Corah, et al. (1958) showed that pairing items of 
equal social desirability changed their social desirability scale 
values. Thus the E. P. P. s. failed to control completely for social 
desirability. 
Heilbrun and Goldstein (1961, p. 28) contended that social desirability 
judgments were responses to content. They stated , "There is reason 
to expect a positive stable relationship between an individual's judged 
socia~ desirability of a response and its manifest expression in any 
interpersonal situation to the extent that rewards for 'social appearances' 
operate as incentives." They also indicated the utility of distinguishing 
betweEn social desirability judgments in specific response to item 
contert, which may serve to enhance predictive validity, and "fake good" 
§@t§ vhich are more general responses to testing situations and more 
likel} sources of testing error. 
Elock (1962) stated tha·t personal adjustment entails behavior which, 
when ydged separately was socially desirable. He also added that 
these personal qualities subsumed by the notion of social desirability 
do not appear to be related to the psychological health of the individual. 
be and Kogan (1963, p. 369) stated " ••. a relevant con-
sider~ion in establishing a measure of the social desirability response 
set ir the individual would seem to be the basis, individual or group, 
for dEtermining the soc ial desirability attribute of test items." 
~ott (1963) said there was a strong tendency for a person to 
believ= his own opinion of desirable personal traits as "absolute," 
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which are or should b e r ecognized as desirabl e by others . Yet there 
were such wide, and predictable, differe nces among individuals' conceptions 
of the desirable that the term "soc i al desirability" seemed to be mean-
ingless. Scott also indicated that attempts to control distortion of 
personality tests responses by a forced-choice technique was fruitless. 
Wiggin (1965, p . 4269) agreed with this when she stated, "Social de-
sirability judgments are multi-dimensional and, as such, forced-choice 
formats of persona+~ty tests attempting to control social desirability 
are doomed to failure." Items which are paired on the basis of group 
average social desirability scale valu es may not be as well paired for 
sub-groups of individuals who differ in their opinions of desirability. 
However, Edwards (1965) found very littl e r e lation b etween how socially 
desirable a response is rated and the individuals tendency to give 
socially desirable respons es. 
Saltz, Reece, and Ag e r (1962) sugge sted that on a forced-choice 
test the selection of alternatives on the basis of the greatest personal 
social d esirability may produce a bias in the form of a constant e rror 
throughout the test. Accordingly, equating for social desirability 
was assumed to be the critical manipulation in construction of a forced-
choice test. They suggeste d that the forced-choice technique may be 
successful in eliminating "group standards" of social desirability from 
a test but the problem of evaluating the consequences of individual 
social desirability remains in the forced-choice test. 
An earlier study by Feldman and Corah (1960) concluded that 
carefully matched items in a forced-choice format do not readily 
minimize social desirability. They suggested that the forced-choice 
method may actually heighten an S's ability to make discriminations on 
the basis of this factor. Goldman's (1964) findings also indicated 
that awareness of social desirability differences may be magnified 
by the forced-choice format under special instructions. 
Structured-Objective Rorschach Test 
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Studies with the SORT have revealed discrepencies between Stone's 
i nterpr e tation of the Rorschach and the traditional Rorschach. In a 
critique of the SORT Bordin (195 9 , p. 471 ) doubts that responses to the 
SORT are equivalent t o the original Rorschach. He contended that the re 
was a lack of procedure to assure the S had seen the percept h e chooses. 
"Responses sets of various sorts, particularly social desirability 
s t e r e otypes , are probably greatly enhanced under such circumstances." 
Lange r and Norton's (1965) study confirmed Bordin's doubts. They 
found location scor es to be valid less than 50% of the time. Their 
conclusions parallel those above, that Ss are basing response-choices 
on factors other than the assigned blot characteristics . 
Langer and Wood (1965) found the blot responses on both the Ha rrower 
Multiple-Choice Rorschach (HMCR) and the SORT did not parallel their 
assumptions c oncerning the traditional Rorschach. Selection of suggested 
r esponses appe ared to be a function of the multipl e -choic e context in 
which they appeared. They also found that item choice was not a function 
of item content, but of the other r esponses available. 
Langer and McKain (1964) compared the SORT with the Test of Behavioral 
Rigidity (TBR) with respect of rigid i t y and flexibility. They found an 
overall lack of internal consistency on the SORT as compared to the TBR. 
In the initial attempt to explain the lack of internal consistency, 
Langer and Hick (1965a) used the regular forced-choice technique and a 
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modified free-choice administration of the SORT. Their results indicated 
the internal consistencies for the individual factors under free-choice 
conditions exceeded those under forced-choice conditions. Langer and 
Hick explained the differences in internal consistencies between the 
free and forced-choice methods as follows: 
When S is free to select or reject any response, he is 
probably responding primarily in terms of the blot characteristics. 
In the normal administration of the SORT S is undoubtedly forced 
to develop a cognitive strategy which must be in the nature of 
a compromise between responding to the blot characteristics as 
social desirability, etc. (Langer and Hick, l965a, p. 695) 
This study by Langer and Hick was in agreement with the previously 
mentioned study by Saltz, Reece and Ager (1962) that stated when all 
alternatives are inappropriate or equally appropriate Ss may select 
the alternative which has the greatest "personal" social desirability. 
Langer and Hick (l965b) found that acquiescence and social desira-
bility as measured on the Bass Scale of Social Acquiescence and the 
Marlow-Crowne Scale of Social Desirability respec·t ively accoun·ted for 
very little variance on the SORT. They added that the Rorschach seems 
to depart from the usual measurement of set (i.e. acquiescence and social 
desirability). 
A numbe~of studies have attempted to relate response set to the 
SORT. Langer (l962a, p. 301) indicated that "response set is related 
to general problems of cognitive rigidity. The more rigid individual 
appears less capable of deliberately re-evaluating test stimuli as 
compared to the more flexible subject." He affirmed, moreover, that 
the usual response analysis appeared inapplicable to the SORT. 
Langer (1962b) hypothesized that there was a positive relationship 
between social desirability as measured on the Gauch Adjective Checklist 
and P (popular) responses on the SORT. This hypothesis was confirmed 
for men, but not for women. 
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Response Set and other Rorschach Versions 
In a Veterans Administration Hospital using psychotics, neurotics, 
and character disorder patients that previously had taken the traditional 
Rorschach and theM. M. P. I. within a month of each other, Pena (1959) 
correlated the social desirability variables from both tests. Contrary 
to his hypothesis he found the tendency to respond in a socially desirable 
manner was not maintained in the unstructured situation presented by 
the Rorschach inkblots. There was, however, a greater inclination 
toward social desirability in the overt responses of the character 
disorder patients than in the neurotics or psychotics. The neurotics 
were more inclined toward the socially desirable response than the 
psychotics. 
Pena's results were supported by LeNoue et al. (1961) who con-
cluded that the social desirability scores on the Edwards social 
desirability scale were unrelated to a specially devised group Rorschach 
social desirability scal e for a group of mental patients. "Rozynko's 
study indicating that social desirability exerts a significant effect 
on a more structured projective device, the sentence completion test, 
suggests the hypothesis that social desirability may be a relevant 
variable in personality measurement to the extent that the test is 
structured." 
Wilcox and Krasnoff (1966) found no relationship between the 
frequency of response to items on the Harrower Multiple Choice Rorschach 
Test and the social desirability of the items. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Subjects 
The sample was selected from senior students (31 male and 29 
female) enrolled at Ogden (Utah) High School in an elective introductory 
psychology course. High school seniors were chosen because according 
to Gottlieb and Ramsey (1964) the maximum influence of personal and 
social factors is attained at the high school level. 
Testing Procedures 
The instruments used for measurement were the standard forced-choice 
SORT and a free-choice SORT as modified by Langer and Hick (1965a). 
In order to reduce the bias arising from the order in which the 
tests were administered a counter balanced design was used. The SORT 
test was administered in its normal forced-choice design and in the 
modified free-choice design. 
The Ss were divided into two main groups corresponding to the time 
they met for the class. The fifth period class (Group I) was assigned 
the free-choice method of administration. The sixth period class 
(Group II ') was assigned the normal forced-choice method of administration. 
Each group was subdivided into two groups (IA and IB, IIA and IIB) by 
taking every other name listed on the teacher's alphabetical role. 
Each group received two administrations of the SORT a normal and a 
special administration. The special administration differed from the 
normal only in the instruction to "choose the response you think most 
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people would choose." Each administration was separated by a three-
week interval to allow fading of memory (Langer and Hick, l965a). 
Table l shows the order and sequence of test administrations. 
Table l. Order and sequence of test administrations 
Group I (5th period) Group II (6th period) 
lst Administration 
3-week Interval 
2nd Administration 
First administration 
Group IA 
FREE-
CHOICE 
NORMAL 
Group IA 
FREE-
CHOICE 
SPECIAL 
Group IB 
FREE-
CHOICE 
SPECIAL 
Group IB 
FREE-
CHOICE 
NORMAL 
Gathering Data 
Grrup IIA 
FORCED-
CHOICE 
NORMAL 
Group IIA 
FORCED-
CHOICE 
SPECIAL 
Group IIB 
FORCED-
CHOICE 
SPECIAL 
Group IIB 
FORCED-
CHOICE 
NORMAL 
Group I received instructions for taking the free-choice SORT. 
For ;roup IA instructions were as follows: 
On the following pages of this booklet you will see a 
series of ten ink blots. These blots really do not represent 
anything in particular. However, people do see certain things 
in the blots; and different people see different things. You 
are to look at the blot and then at a list of possible things 
to be seen. You will notice that the things you might see are 
arranged in groups of three and are numbered. With each blot 
you are to do two things: First, choose as many or as few of the 
items which you think are most clearly represented by the blot or 
by some part of the blot. Second, look at the number of that 
choice and blacken in the dotted lines opposite that number on 
the answer sheet under the heading marked "Blot No. 1," or "Blot 
No. 2," etc. Proceed to the next blot and follow the same directions. 
Do this for all ten blots. Make no marks of any kind in the 
booklet. The examiner will tell you when you should be turning 
to a new blot. Be sure that you are marking in the proper place 
on the answer sheet. 
There are no right or wrong answers to this test. If you 
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do decide to change an answer, though, erase your mark thoroughly 
and blacken in the dotted lines opposite your new choice. Be 
sure to choose as many or as few items for each blot as you 
would like. Work as rapidly as you can; your first impressions 
will probably be best in a test like this. 
Group IB received the same instructions that Group IA received plus 
the additional instructions to "Choose the responses that you think 
rrost people would choose." These additional instructions were inserted 
in the following manner: II With each blot you are to do three 
things: First, choose the response that you think most people would 
choose. Second, choose as many or as few of the items, etc." 
Group II received instructions for taking the normal forced-choice 
aJ.ministration of the SORT. Group IIA received instructions exactly 
a3 they were outlined in the test booklet. Group IIB received the same 
i1s ·tructions as IIA but were also asked to "choose the responses that 
y)u think most people would choose." The additional instructions to 
G~oup IIB were inserted in the same manner that was described in the 
aJove section for Group IB. 
s ~cond administration 
The instructions were the same as those given during previous 
aruninistration, the only difference being to reverse the instructions 
g_ven to each group. Group IA received the same instructions that 
G~oup IB received in the first administration and Group IB received 
i1 the same · instructions that. U:A 'had previously received. Groups IIA 
a1d IIB were reversed also in this manner. 
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Treatment of Data 
Ss were scored by standard SORT scoring cards. However, instead 
of converting to standard scores and combining factors into various 
indices all factors were analyzed from the raw scores. A crossover 
design was used in the intr-test comparison. It compared the free-
choice normal with the free-choice special and the forced-choice normal 
with the forced-choice special instructions groups. The crossover 
design entailed a comparison of all fifteen SORT factors on the normal 
free and forced administrations with the same factors on the special 
free and forced administration. Social desirability factors were 
considered as such in accordance with Stones (1958) reference given 
in the introduction. The frequency of response was the criterion used 
for measurement of significance in the analysis of variance procedure 
and in the crossover design. (i.e. a high P, F, FC, M and Hand a low 
0 and Fm are indicative of social desirability on a profile.) Although 
Stone used a combination of factors in determining social desirability 
only single factors were used in this analysis of data. 
Analysis of variance procedures were used to make the following 
comparisons: 
1. Free-choice factors vs forced-choice factors run with sexes 
pooled. 
2. Free-choice males vs forced-choice males. 
3. Free-choice males vs forced-choice females. 
4 ·. Free-choice females vs forced-choice males. 
5. Free-choice females vs forced-choice females. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The results for each hypothesis will be given and discussed. 
Hypotheses A 
Ss under the forced-choice (normal) administration of the SORT, 
as contrasted to the free-choice, tend to choose responses on the basis 
of social desirability rather than on blot characterist ics. 
This hypotheses was partially supported by the data. P was the 
only significant social desirability factor. Table 2 presents ;.ther 
F-ratio and P for each factor 
Tabl e 2. F-ratios for free versus the forced-choice factor scores 
independent of administration 
Factors F-Ratio Factors F-Ratio 
w . 82 FC 3.73 
D 1.58 CF 1.02 
Dd .23 Fch • 27 
s .33 A 2.99 
F .32 H .19 
F- 1.84 p 5.61* 
M 1.01 0 2.41 
FM .13 
*P< .05 (df = l. 72) 
A consistantly higher mean response for the forced-choice over the 
free-choice is illustrated graphically in Figure 1. This trend to 
respond more frequently on the forced-choice, indicates a basis for 
response other than blot characteristics. 
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Although the data isn't s ignificant certain trends do exist that support 
the hypothesis . The combination of a l ow 0 and a high P ar e i ndicative 
of conformity prone n e ss on the f orced- choice t es t (Stone , 1958). 
According to Stone (1958 ) this great er mean respons e for the 0 factor 
on the free-choice t est indicates a h igher tendency for individual 
uniqueness of r e spons e and l e s s t endency to choo s e r e spons e s bas e d on 
their social d esirability . These r esults support Lang e r and Hicks (1965a) 
data that the free-choic e SORT is mor e r esist a nt to response set influence 
than the forced-choic e . 
Hypothe s e s B 
Ss und er instructions to e nhance choices on the basis of social 
desirability show a greater increas e in the fr equency of socially 
desirable responses on the free-choic e as compared to the forced. 
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The results of the crossover design are shown for the free-choice 
in Table 3 and f or ·the f orced-choice in Ta ble 4. 
Tabl e 3. Mean scores and F-ratio for each SORT factor on administrations 
IA and IB f or the free-choice SORT 
Factor Mean scores Mean scores F-Ratio 
Adm. IA Adm. IB 
w 26.45 27.77 .15 
D 46. 50 49.95 • 21 
DD 12 . 31 13.40 .14 
s 11.95 12.22 .02 
F 26 . 31 28 .40 .21 
F- 10. 31 10 .31 .00 
M 8.09 9.09 .82 
FM 10.00 10.72 .32 
FC ( 9. 95 10.86 .37 
CF 6.04 7.18 .81 
Fch 14.27 14.31 .00 
A 28.5 9 31 .00 .31 
H 19.18 20.31 .18 
p 42.04 45 . 22 .44 
0 7.22 8.63 .45 
Ther e were no s i gnificant differences between means. Figure 2 presents 
t h2 difference between means for each factor on the fr ee-choice I 
(normal) vs free-choice II (special) and between forced-choice I (normal) 
ani forced-choic e II (sp ecial ). There was a cons istent increase on the 
fr=e-choice test in t h e mean number of responses for the special instruction 
adninis·tration (B) compared to the normal (A) administration. The 
fo~ced-choice test showed a reversal of the hypothesis prediction for 
mo>t of the factors . F- , M, FC , CF and P factors showed an increase 
wi:h special instructions while the rest showed a decrease in the number 
of r~sponses. 
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Table 4. Mean scores and F-ratios for each SORT factor on administrations 
IIA and IIB f o r the f orced-cho i c e SORT 
Factor Mean scores Mean scores F-Ratib 
Adm. IIA Adm. IIB 
w 29.27 29.09 
D 5 5 .86 55.59 
Dd 14.63 14.27 
s 13.00 12.90 
F 29.72 28.81 
F- 12.86 13.40 
M 10.13 10.40 
FM 11.27 10.63 
FC 12.18 12.77 
CF 7 . 54 7 .77 
Fch 1 5 .50 14.81 
A 35 .45 3 3 .90 
H 22.31 20.77 
p 51.09 51.36 
0 7. 27 6.59 
Differences 3.5 
with 3:0 
Mean B 
2.5 Greater 
Than 2.0 
Mean A 1.5 
l.O 
. 5 
(No Change) 0 
.5 
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Figure 2. Differences in means between administrations for free vs 
forced-choice SORT. 
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Hypotheses C 
Females will give mor e socially desirable responses than males. 
Table 5 and 6 present the F-ratios for sex differences. 
Table 5. F-ratio for sex differences on male free-choice vs female 
forced-choice SORT 
Factors F-Ratio Factors F-Ratio 
w . 09 FC 6.14* 
D 1.88 CF 1.38 
Dd .83 Fch .04 
s .54 A 2.87 
F .84 H .41 
F- .46 p 2.84 
M .31 0 2.46 
FM .93 
*P>.05 (df 1.32) 
Table 6. Analysis of variance F-ratio on female free-choice vs male 
forced-choice SORT 
Factors F-Ratio Factors F-Ratio 
w 2.80 FC .13* 
D .00 CF .04 
Dd . 07 Fch 1.62 
s .00 A . 24 
F .38 H 1.85 
F- l. 77 p 1.82 
M 3 .ll 0 .51 
FM .81 
*P <'. 05 (df 1.32) 
25 
Tables 5 and 6 indicate little diffe r ence between sexes on their per-
formances on the forced and free tests. Figure 3 indicates more 
consistent increase (11 factors out of 15) for females means on the 
free-choice test as compared in the forced-choice test (8 factors out 
of 15). This supports Langer and Hicks (1965a) findings for the free-
choice SORT. 
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2 
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0 
1 
2 
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4 
5 
6 
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Factors 
Male vs Fe-
----
male Free-
Choice 
------Male VS Fe-
male Forced-
Choice 
Figure 3. Mean differences for male free vs female free and male 
forced vs female forced SORTs. 
Hypotheses D 
Ss are more likely to attribute high socially desirable responses 
to others than to themselves. 
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Figure 2 sho ws an increase between means f or all social desirability 
factors on the free-choice test. M, FC, and P showed an increase on 
the forced-choice tes·t . Thus the h ypotheses was tentatively confirmed 
for the free-choice test but not for the forced-choice test. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Sununary 
This study attempted to determine whether response choice on the 
Structured-Objective Rorschach Test (SORT) reflected primarily the 
content of the response-item, or some dimension of response set 
(e.g. social desirability). 
The normal forced-choice SORT and a modified free-choice SORT 
were given to 60 senior high school students. The students were 
divided into two groups that were assigned either a free or forced-
choice SORT. A normal forced or free choice SORT and a SORT with 
special instructions to " choose the response you think others would 
choose" were given in counter balanced order. 
The results were inconclusive. However certain trends were noticed 
that supported ·the hypotheses. Hypotheses A stated: Ss under the 
forced-choice (normal) administration of the SORT, as contrasted to the 
free-choice, tend to choose responses on the basis of social desirability 
rather than on blot characteristics. 
A consistently higher mean score on the forced-choice administration 
was interpreted as a greater tendency to acquiesce on the forced-choice 
SORT than on the free-choice. Hypotheses B stated: Ss under instructions 
to enhance choices on the basis of social desirability show a greater 
increase in the frequency of socially desirable responses on the free-
choice as compared to t he forced. 
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The results showed a greater mean increase for the free-choice 
test thus supporting the hypothesis. A reversal effect was noted on 
the forced-choice test for several social desir ability factors. 
Hypotheses C stated: Females will give more socially desirable responses 
than males. The results showed a consistent increase for females over 
males on the free-choice test. The increase was interpreted as partial 
support for the hypotheses due to the increased frequency of response. 
Hypotheses D stated: Ss are more likely to attribute high socially 
desirable responses to others than to themselves. This hypotheses 
was confirmed for the free-choice SORT but not for the forced-choice 
test. 
Conclusions 
The following trends were drawn from this study: 
1. The free-choice modification of the SORT was more resistant to 
response set distortion than the normal forced-choice SORT. 
2. The free-choice administration showed greater flexibility in 
enhancement and resistance to social desirability. 
3. There was little sex difference in factor scores with respect 
to choice administrations. However, females gave more responses than 
mal es on the free-choice SORT. 
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APPENDIXES 
Appendix A 
Tables 
Table 7. Analysis of variance for pooled sexes on the free-choice 
vs the forced-choice SORT 
Mean Mean 
34 
Factor Responses Responses MS Error F-Ratio 
(free) (forced) 
w 27.7 5 29.67 74.11 90.13 .82 
D 50.00 55.45 594.05 375.58 1.58 
Dd 13.35 14.17 13.61 58.84 .23 
s 12.37 13.07 9.80 29.48 .33 
F 28.25 29.80 48.05 150.26 .32 
F- 11.15 13.07 74.11 40.35 1.84 
M 9.07 9.95 15.31 15.12 1.01 
FM 10.65 10.92 1.51 11.82 .13 
FC 10.42 12.35 74.11 19.93 3.72 
CF 6.75 7.55 12.80 12.56 1.02 
Fch 14.55 15.22 9.11 34.04 • 27 
A 30.55 34.85 369.80 123.62 2.99 
H 20.57 21.37 12.80 65.93 .19 
p 44.62 51.7 2 1008.20 179.67 5.61 
0 8. 72 6.60 90.31 37.47 2.41 
df 1 '7 2 
Table 8. Ana.l..ysis of variance for male free-choice vs female forced-
choice SORT 
Mean Mean 
35 
Factor Responses Responses MS Error F-Ratio 
(free) (forced) 
w 29.20 28.15 11.02 120.41 .09 
D 47.90 56.70 774.40 411.41 1.88 
Dd 12.45 14.75 52.90 63.57 .83 
s 11.60 12.90 16.90 31.42 .54 
F 27.10 30.60 122.50 146.55 .84 
F- 10.75 12.20 21.02 45.52 .46 
M 9.95 9.30 4.22 13.71 .31 
FM 10 . 30 11.40 12.10 13.03 . 93 
FC 9.30 12.90 129.60 21.11 6.14 
DF 6.80 8.25 21.02 15.28 1.38 
Fch 15.05 14.60 2.02 45.43 .04 
A 29.80 35.75 354.02 123.47 2.87 
H 21.35 19.70 27.22 66.87 .41 
p 44.70 52.60 624 .10 219.68 2.84 
0 8. 75 5.85 84.10 34.12 2.46 
df 1,32 
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Tabl e 9. Analysis of variance for female fr ee-choice vs male forced-
choice SORT 
Mean Mean 
Factor Responses Responses MS Error F-Ratio 
(free) (forced) 
w 27.10 31 . 25 172.22 61.43 2.80 
D 53 . 80 53.55 .63 343.36 .002 
Dd 14.90 14.25 4.22 58.87 .07 
s 13 . 85 13.70 .23 28.87 .008 
F 30.45 28.00 60.02 159.02 .38 
F- 11. 50 14.15 70.22 39.61 l. 77 
M 8.40 10.75 55.22 17.73 3.11 
FM 11 . 15 10.20 9.02 11.18 .81 
FC 12.20 ll. 75 2.02 15.17 .13 
CF 7.40 7.20 .40 10.30 .04 
Fch 14.45 16.40 38.02 23.47 1.62 
A 31.60 33.30 28.90 121.02 .24 
H 19.90 23.60 136.90 73.88 1.85 
p 46.10 51.10 250.00 137.00 1.82 
0 8.95 7.45 22.50 43.82 .51 
df 1,32 
Appendix B 
Attributes Identified by SORT variables 
A. Intellectual Functioning 
l. Theoretical (W) .•• facility for generalizing, capacity 
for abstraction. 
2. Practical (D) facility for dealing with concrete detail. 
3. Pedantic (Dd) facility for dealing with minute detail. 
4. Induction (W:M) ••• capac ity for inductive logic; ability 
to synthesize, to abstract principles (W:M is the average of 
W and M). 
5 . Deduct ion (D:M) ••• capac ity for deductive logic; ability 
to a nalyze. 
6. Rigidity (S) • tendencies toward stubborn, cantankerous, 
resistant, fixed ideas. 
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7. Structuring (F ) •.• contact with reality, perceptive awareness. 
8. Concentration (F-:F) ••• ability to focus attention, to 
maintain concentrative focus. 
B. Reductives (reduction in intellectual efficiency due to any of 
the following) 
l. Low Generalization (low W) 
2. Perfec·tionism (high Dd) 
3. Poor Control (high F-) 
4. High Anxiety (high Fch) 
5 . Compulsivity (highS, F, and D) 
C. Interests 
l. Range (H:P::A) ••• breadth or constriction of interests. 
2. Human Relationships (H) ••• tendencies to perceive human 
elements. 
D. Responsiveness 
1. Popular (P ) tendencies to perceive elements which are 
common (modal) to those most other persons perceive. 
2. Original (0) ••• tendencies to perceive elements which are 
unique or uncommon. 
E. 'Temperament 
l. Persistence (S) ••• doggedness, stick-to-itiveness, one-
tracking. 
2. Aggressiveness (F:M) ••• mature self-control and social 
control permitting ascendance within the accepted ethics of 
society. 
3. Social Responsibility (FC:M) •• • acceptance of one's role in 
society. 
4. Cooperation (CF : FC) ••. adaptability to social environment, 
social responsiveness. 
5. Tact (FM::FC:M) ••. balance (quality) of social perception 
and of inner emotional control (FM::FC:M is averages of FM 
and FC :M ). 
6. Confidence (FM:M) ••• feelings of prestige (from inferiority 
to confidence), level of aspiration. 
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7 . Consistency of Behavior (F::S:Fch) ••• stability of behavior. 
8. Anxiety (Fch) ••• tendencies toward worry, over-sensitiveness 
and extensiveness toward self-concern . 
9. Noooiness (F-:FM: :F:M) • • tendencies toward fluctuations 
of feeling-tone from elation:- tb ·depression. 
10. Activity Potential (M) • energy productivity. 
11. Impulsiveness (F-:F ) • tendencies toward poor self-control • 
12. Flexibility (M::FC:CF ) • ability to adapt readily from one 
type of situation to another. 
13. Conformity (C: P) ••• tendencies to respond to social pressures 
(mores) as opposed to personal eccentricity. 
VITA 
Richard You ng Moody 
Candidat e for t he Degree of 
Master of Science 
Thesis: Th e Effects o f Response Set on the Structured-Objective 
Test 
Major Field : Counseling Psychology 
Biographical I nfo rmat ion: 
Personal Da·ta : Born at Payson, Utah, February 10, 1940, son of 
Emerald L. and Mary Y. Moody; married Carolyn Colton Smith 
December 28, 1965 . 
Education: Attended Delta Elementary, Jr. High and High School 
in Delta, Utah; attended Brigham Young University; College of 
Southern Utah and received the Bachelor of Science degree 
from Utah S t a t e University in Psychology; completed requirements 
for Mas t er of Sc ience degree at Utah State University in 
Counseling Ps y chology in 1967. 
Professional Experience: Graduate assistant, Department of Psychology, 
Utah State University 1964-1966; practicurns in counseling and 
t e sting , Utah Stat e University Counseling Center. 
Other Experienc e : Two-year mission for the L.D.S. Church to the 
No r thwest ern St a t es 1960-1962; football at College of Southern 
Utah a nd Brigham Young University 1958-1960; Sophomore Class 
President , o r ga n izer of student tutor society and member of 
·t he Execu·t i v e Council at College of Southern Utah 1959-1960; 
Ski Club President , Utah State University Ski Club 1964-1966; 
act ive member P i Kappa Alpha Fraternity 1962-1965; travel in 
Eu rope 1965 . 
